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1. HE Conſiſtent Chriſtian: Being a Confutation of 
the Errors advanced in Mr. Chubb 's late Book, in- 
titled, The true Goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt aſſerted, relating to 
the Neceſſity of Faith, the Nature of the Goſpel, the Inſpi- 
ration of the Apoſtles, c. With Remarks on his Diſſerta 
tion on Providence. By Fo/eph Hallet, jun. Price 6 d. 
2. The Morality of Religion, and the Doctrine of the Sacra- 
ment put in a true Light. Price 15. N 
3. The rine of Hell Torments, diſtinctly and impartially 
diſcuſs'd. Price 15. 


4. The Immorality of the Moral Philoſopher, and its Vindi- 


cation; being Anſwers to a Book intitled, The Moral Phi- 
loſopher. By Fo/eph Hallet, Jun. Price 15s. 6 d. 

5. Remarks on Dr, Butler's Sixth Chapter of Analogy of Re- 
ligion, c. concerning Neceſſity; and alſo upon the Diſ- 
ſertation of the Nature of Virtue, By Philanthropos. pr. 15. 

6. The Argument a priori concerning the Exiſtence and Per- 
fections of God, and its Importance to Virtue and Religion, 

together with the Difficulties and Objections which have 
any where occur'd, particularly in a Diſſertation, by a learned 
Hand, at the End of Mr. Law's Treatiſe of Space. pr. 1 s. 

7, The plain Account of the Nature and End of the Sacra- 
ment of the Lord's Supper, vindicated from the Miſrepreſen- 
tations and falſe Reaſonings of Richard Warren, D. D. and 


particularly from his abuſive Charge of Socinianiſm ; in 


Remarks on the three Parts of his Anſwer to that Book, 
and- alſo on his Appendix. | 


38. A Paraphraſe on Chriſt's Sermon on the Mount, contain'd 


in the 5th, 6th and 7th 8 of St. Matthew, with 
proper Soliloquies at every Period. In a Letter from a 
Father to his Son. Printed in two Sizes, viz. 8vo. and 
12mo. the laſt bound for 15. 


9. High flown Epiſcopal and Prieſtly Claims freely examin'd. 


In a Dialogue between a Country-Gentleman and a Country- 
Vicar; wherein Church-Authority, Confirmation, Abſolu- 
tion, the Burial of the Dead, the Power of Biſhops to give 
the Holy Ghoſt, and of Prieſts to forgive Sins; the Conſe- 
cration of Churches and Church-Yards, and bowing towards 
the Altar and the Eaſt, are particularly conſider d. To 
which is prefix'd, An Admonition to thoſe who are preſs'd 
to come to Confirmation; and ſome Remarks on a Book 
lately publiſh'd, entitled, Short Inflrudtions for them that 
are preparing for Confirmation, 8&c. Price 6 d. 
10. Conſcientious Non-Conformity to every Civil Eftabliſh- 
ment of Religion whatever, and to the Engliſb Eſtabliſh- 
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ment thereof in particular, conſidered and defended ; or, A4 

Vindication of the Religious and Political Principles and 
Worſhip of the Engliſb Proteſtant Diſſenters. Price 15. 

11. Analepſis; or an Eſſay to prove the Aſcenſion or Tranſla- 
tion of the Bleſſed Virgin into Heaven, Soul and Body, 
worthy the peruſal of Engliſb Proteſtants, and careful At- 
tention of all true Roman-Catholicks. Corpus ſolidum 
S 3 Plenum. Price 16, 5 

12. Ah Enquiry into the Law of Nature and Revelation. To 
which is annex'd, A Diſcourſe concerning the Mediator be- 
tween God and Men. Price 15. 64. | 

13. The Anatomy of the Human Body epitomiz'd and illuſ- 
trated. Containing a ſhort and general Deſcription of all 
the Parts; with Copper-Plates, exhibiting a clear, juſt, and 
lively Idea of the Figure, Size, Situation, 'Texture, and 
Connection of the whole, and every Part of the Body. In 
one Vol. Oftavo. 

14. The Philoſophical Grammar of Experimental Natural 
Philoſophy, in the familiar Way of Dialogue; adapted to 
the Capacities of Youth, and illuſtrated with Variety of 
Copper-Plates, Maps, &c, The 2d Edit. 5 | 

15. The young Student's Memorial-Book, or Pocket-Library 
of the Mathematicks ; containing, for Illuſtration, above 
120 Cuts. Price 3 5. 

16. A new and univerſal Syſtem, or Body of Decimal Arith- 
metick ; containing the Doctrine, Application and Uſe, in 
all the Parts of Arithmetick, Mathematicks, c. 

17. The young Trigonometer's Compleat Guide, being plain 
and ſpherical Trigonometry made plain and eaſy ; in z Vol. 
8vo. t | 

Theſe 4 laſt by Benj. Martin, Teacher of the Mathematichs, &c. 

18. A Paraphraſe and Notes on the Epiſtles of St. Paul to 
the Colaſſians, Philippians, and Hebrews : After the Man- 
ner of Mr. Locke. To which are annex'd, ſeveral critical 

_ Diſſertations on particular Texts of Scripture. By the late 
Reverend Mr. James Pierce, of Exon, The ſecond Edit. 
Price 16s. | | 

19. A Paraphraſe on the ſeven Catholick Epiſtles : After the 

Manner of Dr. C/arke in the four Evangeliſts. Uſeful for 


Families. Price 3 5. 6d. 
| | 58 June 1. 1738. 
Speedily awill be publiſb'd, 

The Hiſtory of the Sevarambians, a People of the South 
Continent; in 5 Parts, Containing an Account of the Go- 
vernment, Laws, Religien, Manners, and Language of that 
Nation. Tranſlated from the Memoirs of Capt, Siden, who 
liv'd near 15 Years amongſt them, Price 5 «, 
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15 s you defir'd my Opinion on the 
e PFifth of Mr. Moore's Propoſi- 
R +298 tions of Natural and Revealed 
Ge XC Religion, which relates to the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, I was 


willing to examine it thoroughly ; and have 
ſent you the Reſult of my Examination, 


I SHALL preface it by taking notice on- 
ly of the Concluſion of this Author's Pre- 
face, where he takes himſelf to be ſo conſider- 
able a Writer, as to declare, that any Per- 
ſon thinks fit to reply to his Papers, he hopes 
he ſhall have na reaſon to complain, that he 
writes under Concealment, and without a Name. 
And he declares once for all, that he ſhall 
think that Gentleman beneath bis Notice, that 
is aſhamed to ſet his Name to an Opinion be 
avows, and would palm upon the World. x 

„ 1 8 


[2] 

As af PIN may have good Rea- 
ſons for not ig bis Name, without 
being at all aſhamed of the Opinion he a- 
vows; ſo if I had no other Reaſon for not 
putting my Name to theſe Papers, I ſhould 
chooſe not to put it for the Reaſon here af- 
forded me by this Gentleman, vis. that J 
may be beneath his Notice : For I aſſure you, 
I have no Defire or Intent to have any thing 


more to do with him, and ſo I hope he 
will keep his Word. g 


I PRO EED now to the 8 it 
ſelf. It is this: 


PROP. V. P95, 


There are in Scripture divers high 
Points of Doctrine, tranſcending 
humane Underſtanding, either at 

firſt to diſtover, or, now they are 

revealed, to demonſtrate or com- 
prebend Zow they can be : yet they 
are nevertheleſs — of fall Cre- 
dit, relying on the ſacred Teftimo- 


ny of in finite Truth. 


T HIS Propoſition, you cannot but ſee, 
RafBcicntly confutes itſelf: For it is im- 


poſſible and abſurd to ſuppoſe, that any high 


Points 
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Points of Doctrine ſhould be N to 
Men, which humane Underftanding cannot 
comprehend when they are revealed. And 
nothing is more evident than this Truth, that 
what cannot be comprehended or underſtood, 
cannot poſſibly be a Matter or Object of 
Faith, unleſs we can believe whit Ideas; 
i, e. Believe we know not what. So that re- 
vealing a Doctrine which is incomprehen- 
ſible when reveal'd is revealing nothing; be- 
cauſe in ſuch a Doctrine there is nothing to 
be underſtood, and conſequently nothing to 
be beliey'd. The Refurretion of the Body 
is properly a matter of Revelation, becauſe 
1 Truth of it could not be known without 

; but now that it is reveal'd, we eaſily 
ted and comprehend how it may be. 
It may certainly be rais'd by the fame di- 
vine Power that at firſt form'd it; but in 
what particular manner, and with what par- 
ticular Form and Properties God will raiſe 


it, he hath not thought fit to reveal to us, 


and therefore he does not require us to be- 
lieve any thing about his. What the has 
reveal'd we clearly underſtand, and therefore 
believe, and nothing more. But to ſuppoſe 

a Propofition to be reveal'd, the very Terms 
of which are unintelligible, and require ano- 
ther Revelation to explain them; and with- 
out which Explanation it is impoſſible to 
form any Idea of the Doctrine contain'd in 


that. — and Ps to believe 


it; 


N 
1 
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it; this is to ſuppoſe God to have made 
mere Sounds to be high Points of Doctrine, 
and Matters of Faith, than which nothing 
can be more abſurd, and derogatory to divine 
Revelation; the very deſign of which is, 


and cannot but be, to make known to us 


things which are fit and uſeful for us to 
know and believe, and which without Re- 
velation we could not have diſcover'd by our 
own Reaſon or Underſtanding. 


1 


Lr us now hear what high Points of 


reveal'd Doctrine, which we cannot compre- 


hend how they can be, are the Subject of our 
Author's Propoſition. Of this nature (ſays 
he) we may eſteem the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
and may fully believe that tho there is and 
can be but one God, yet the divine Nature e- 
qually belongs to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 

in a way which the ſhallow Reaſon * Man 
may vindicate from the abſurd Character of 
Tmpoſſibility and Contradiction; which it can 


never be prov'd to be, till we have a direct 


Idea of the divine Nature and Perfections, 
and where the Unity of an omnipreſent 
Spirit conſiſts ; or how the divine Eſſence in 
Earth and in Heaven, within and without 
the Univerſe, can be the ſame individual 
Subſtance. 


To this I anſwer, 1ſt, This Propoſition, 
er, there is and can be but one God, and yet 


that 


E ©] 


that the one divine Nature equally belongs to 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is a Propoſi- 
tion which is not reveal'd in the Scriptures ; 
and if it was reveal'd, the Terms < it are 
utterly unintelligible, and cannot be under- 


ſtood unleſs they are explain'd by Revelation 


_ alſo; and if they are explain'd, it will be eaſy 
to underſtand what is meant by them, and 
thereby eaſy to know whether this Propoſi- 
tion 1s, or 1s poſſible to be; true. The Terms 
then, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as ſup- 
pos'd to exiſt and to have the divine Na- 
ture of the one God equally belonging to 
them, muſt neceſſarily be underſtood either 
of three Properties or Attributes of the one 
divine Nature, Subſtance, or God ; or of 
three Perſons, or intelligent Agents, who have 
equally belonging to them the one divine 
Nature, and are the one God. Now as there 
are only theſe two poſſible Explications of 
the Terms of the Propoſition, there is no- 
thing in either of them which it is not eaf 

to underſtand or comprehend. If our Au- 
thor means, that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 
are mere Modes or Properties of the one God, 
and if he could prove this from Scripture, 
then the Scripture would teach no more than 
what a Deiſt believes without Revelation. 
But he knows, and it is evident, that the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt are always ſpo- 
ken of in Scripture, not as Modes of Exiſ- 
tence, or mere divine Attributes, but as ex- 
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[ 
iſting intelligent Agents, 7. e. as real Per ſomt. 
So that it remains only to be confider'd, whe- 
ther the Doctrine of this Anthor's Propoſi- 
tion, according to the latter Explanation of 
the Names Father, Son, and Holy Gboſt, as 
meaning intelligent Agents or Perſons, and 
ſuppos d to have the one divine Nature e- 
qually belonging to them, and to be the one 
God, is reveal'd in Scripture, or is, or can 

oſſibly be, true. Now if it is immediate- 
ly ſelf-deſtructive, and contradictory to the 
Unity of God, with which it is pretended to 
be conſiſtent; then it is certain that it is 
not revealed, and neither is, or is poſſible to 
be, true. But it is as certain and demonſtra- 
tive as any Propoſition in Euclid, that the 
divine Nature, which is unoriginated and ſelf- 
exiſtent, cannot belong to more than one 
Perſon or Agent, without inferring more 
than one ſelf-exiſtent Agent or Perſon, that 
is, more than one God; which is contradictory 
to, and fundamentally deftructive of, the firft 
and principal Article of all Religion, both 
natural and reveal'd, viz. the Unity of God, 
There is no way wherein this can pothibly 
be conceiv'd otherwiſe, if this Author will 
allow that we have, or can have, any Idea 
or Knowledge of God ; and ſo of what is 
meant by one God, or three Gods. This is 
as evident as any intuitive 'Truth whatſo- 
ever. We could not be capable of Religion 
or the Worſhip of God at all, if we have 


not 


2 

not an Idea or true Conception of his Be- 
ing and Perfections. Without having a 

Knowledge of God, we can neither believe 
in him, or worſhip him; unleſs we can be- 
lieve we know not what, and worſhip we know 
not what. But we know what we worſhip, 
and therefore have a direct and true Idea of 
the Exiſtence, Unity and Perfections of God, 
as clear as is the Idea of any of our own 
Properties, or of the Unity of our own 
Souls. | 


2dly, Tye Unity of every Thing conſiſts 
in being only what it is, and not another 
Thing: As one Peter, one James, one Fohn, 
one Perſon or Agent, and not more than one. 
This is intuitive. And the Unity of an om- 
nipreſent Subſtance, or Spirit, confiſts in a 
ſimple uniform infinite Exiſtence, without 
a Poſſibility of Separation of Parts. This is 
ſo far from being above Reaſon, that it is 
demonſtrative by Reaſon : As a Trinity of 
three ſelf-exiſtent Agents, or Perſons, is alſo 
ſo far from being above Reaſon, that it is 
demonſtratively Tritheiſin. That which is 
infinite may as eaſily be prov'd to be fo, as 
that which is finite; and tho' we cannot 
in the Imagination comprehend what is in- 
finite, (nor in many Caſes what is finite) yet 
we can demonſtrate it by Reaſon, and fo 
conceive it in the Intellect, and clearly un- 
derſtand it. And as to the Mode of Exiſ- 


tence, 


tence, we know 1 as much of infinite as 
of finite Exiſtence: We know as well how 
God exiſts, as how we ourſelves exiſt, We 
know that he is underiv'd, and that we our- 
ſelves are created ; and are as ſure, that there 
is and can be but one underived Being, Agent, 
Perſon, or God, as that there is or may be 
more than one created Being, Agent, or Man. 
So that when we ſpeak of that which is infi- 
nite we ſpeak of what we underſtand, as 
well as when we ſpeak of that which is fi- 
nite. Trantubſtantiation (p. 97.) is not a 
greater Contradiction to our Senſes, than a 
Trinity of three ſelf- exiſtent Agents or Per- 
ſons is to our Reaſon, and to the Unity of 1 
God ; nor is ſo demonſtratively contradictory 

in itſelf. And whether we ſuppoſe the di- 

vine Perſons to be neceſſarily exiſtent, or to 

be deriv'd, three neceſſarily exiſtent intelli- 

gent Beings, Agents, Perſons or Gods, can no 

more be one and the ſame neceſſarily exiſt- 

ent intelligent Being, Agent, Perſon, or God, 
than ro deriv'd and one underiv'd intelligent 

Being, Agent, or Perſon, can be one and the 

ſame intelligent Being, Agent, Perſon or 

God. As this is demonſtrative by Reaſon, 

Revelation can no more be pretended for it, 

or poſſibly ſupport it, than it can the plain- 

eſt Contradiction or Impoſlibility. But we 

ſhall ſee preſently that Revelation is fo far I 
from teaching the Doctrine of our Author, : 
that it teacheth the direct contrary, v/z. that 

there 
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there is but one God, even the Father, ſu- 
preme over all, in Diſtinction to the Son 
the Mediator, and his Spirit, the Comforter, 
whom He ent, and who receiv'd from him 
all that divine Power and Authority which 
they exerciſe by his Will and Appointment in 
the Goſpel-Diſpenſation. He pretends (p. 99.) 
that he does not helieve without Ideas, but 
only that the Modus of his Doctrine is be- 
yond our Ideas. To believe three diſtinct 
Perſons to be each neceſſarily-exiſtent, and 
the ſupreme God, and yet to be one God, 
is not indeed believing without Ideas, or 
. what is above our Ideas; but is pretending 
(what is really impoſſible) to believe in Con- 
tradiction to the cleareſt Ideas; juſt as the 
Papiſts do who pretend to believe Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. We do not want then to have 
a Perception of the Modus, or Manner, of 
his Doctrine, but to have it clear'd from tlie 
\ plaineſt Contradiction. For let this Author 
take what Notion he pleaſes of a divine Per- 
ſon, if he does but ſuppoſe it ſomething ex- 
iſtent, and intelligent Subſtance, three ſuch 
Perſons which are diſtinct, and are not one 
the other, and are each infinite ſelf- exiſtent 
intelligent Subſtance, (if three ſuch could 
exiſt) cannot poſſibly be the ſame infinite 
ſelf-exiſtent intelligent Subſtance, any more 
than three in Number can be but one in 
Number: And let theſe Perſons be ever ſo 
cloſely united, (if it was poſſible for three 
b Infinites 
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Infinites of the ſame Nature really to exiſt, 
and to be united) yet they would be as much 
three, diſtin in Subſtance, Agency, and 
Deity, as if not united; they would be 
three united ſupreme Gods. All his metaphy- 
fical Reaſoning therefore, which in Defence 
of his Propofition he uſeth to puzzle and 
perplex a plain Scripture- Doctrine, is vain 
and uſeleſs ; and all the weak Pretences of 
it have been often and fully“ confider'd, and 
ſhewn to be ungrounded and nothing to the 
Purpoſe. I will not therefore trouble or de- 
tain you with this Gentleman's mere Re- 
veries of Imagination, which he indulges 
thro' ſeveral Pages; but having premis'd 
thus much, I will proceed to examine what 
he has to alledge from Scripture in Defence 
of his Doctrine of the Trinity, which is, 
that 7here are three (Perſons,) to whom the 
Nature as well as Name, the Attributes or 
eſſential Perfections of the one God belong, 
whom the Scripture ſpeaks of, as Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, He adds, the Same- 


neſs in Subſtance, or Equality in Power and 


Glory of theſe three Perſons, of Father and 
Son particularly, is grounded on the ſame 
Perfections; the ſame Works, and the ſame 
Honour and Worſhip being àaſcrib d, or re- 
quir'd to be render'd, to both, p. 112, 113. 


* See a Book entitul'd, The Exiflence and Unity of 


God prov'd from his Nature and Attributes, and the 


Defence of it; both by Mr. Fackfon. | 
| I 
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J obſerve this Author ſeems doubtful of his 


being able to prove particularly the Same- 
neſs of Subſtance, and Equality of Power 
and Glory in the Holy Ghoſt with the Fa- 
ther and the Son; and to allow (þ. 187) 
that the Name God is not aſcrib'd to him 
in Scripture. And before he proceeds to the 


Proofs of his own Notion, he endeavours to 


ſhew that Notion of the Trinity to be inde- 
fenſible, which was the unanimous Doctrine 
of the primitive Church, namely, that the 
divine Nature of Chriſt was eternally (or be- 
fore the Ages of the World) deriv'd by the 
' Power and Will of the Father, p. 114. On 
this Suppoſition, he ſays, either it muſt be 
from a Subſtance diſtint from God the Fa- 
ther, or elſe from the Father's own Eſſence, 
or from nothing. F out of a diſtinet Sub- 
ſtance from God the Father, then that Sub- 
ſtance - muſt be before bim; and ſo he could 
not be from Eternity. The ſame Reaſon, if 
it is any, holds againſt the Son's Eternity, 
altho' he was begotten or deriv'd out of the 
Father's Subſtance; for ſo, according to his 
Reaſoning, this Subſtance muſt be before 
him; and it is the ſame, whether he was 
deriv'd by Necęſſity or Will, ſince God, as a 


voluntary Cauſe, or Agent, is as eternal as 


if he was a neceſſary Cauſe ; and therefore 
could by a voluntary Derivation give eternal 
Exiſtence to the Son, whatever his Subſtance 
1s, whether that of the Father, or a diſtin& 

C 2 Sub- 
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Subſtance, as well as if he exiſted by neceſ-/ 


/ary Derivation. And the Reſult of this. 


Author's Notion of the Son's Generation: 
can only confiſtently be, that he was not de- 
riv'd or begotten, cither in Time or from. 
Eternity, but is the Father's Subſtance itſelf 
underiv'd and unbegotten. This is the Ef- 
fect of bad Metaphyficks, which are incon- 
ſiſtent with true natural Philoſophy. It is 
then evident that the Son, if deriv'd or be- - 
gotten, muſt be eſſentially diſtin& from him 

who is underiv'd and unbegotten: His Na- 

ture and Perfections, if deriv'd, muſt be ef- 
ſentially different from the underivd Na- 
ture and Perfections of the Father. But it 
does not at all follow from the Generation 
or Derivation of the Son by the Vill of the 
Father, that he is not, or may not be, eter- 
nal; becauſe God who is neceſſarily eternal 
can at always: And this neceſſarily follows 
from his having eternal active Power, which 


he could not have, if he could not exert that 


Power and act. A Power from Eternity, 
which cannot be exerted from Eternity, is no 
more an eternal Power, than a Power from 
Time, which cannot be exerted in TI ime, is a 
temporary Power: For that Power which 
cannot be exerted is no Power at all ; and 
a Power from Eternity of creating the Uni- 
verſe in Time (which is all this Author al- 
lows, þ. 117) is not an eternal but only a 
temporary Power, 80 that an eternal Crea- 

tion, 


L 131 
tion, Production, or Derivation, as being the 
Exertion of eternal Power, or the Act of 
an eternal Agent, has no Difficulty in it; 
and theſe imply no more than being Effects 
of a Cauſe, and not neceflarily exiſtent, or 
ſelf- originated; but they imply nothing like 
Beginning of Ex iſtence in a particular li- 
mited Time. This Gentleman had better 
have let Metaphyſicks alone, and confin'd 
his Proofs to Scripture, to which he comes 
Pi. 121. and there argues for his Notion of 
the ſupreme Divinity of the Son of God, 
from its being faid in the Scripture, that 
God created all Things by bim. Either, 
fays he, he was no more than the Inſtru- 
ment or Occaſion of the World's Production, 
or elſe, he was 4 true, proper, phyſical 
Cauſe of it. To affirm him to be no more 
than an Inſtrument, is to make him no more 
a proper Creator of the World, than the 
Prophets and Apoſtles were the true phyſical 
| Cauſes of theſe Miracles, which were only 
the Effects of the divine Power, He ſhould 
have concluded, therefore he is a proper 
Creator of the World, therefore he is the 
fupreme God and Maker of all Things, which 
is what he means to conclude ; but inſtead 
of ſo doing, he amuſes his Reader with a 
long Train of philoſophical inſtead of ſcrip- 
tural Arguments for about ten Pages” to- 
gether, which are nothing to the Purpoſe, 


To 
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To what is offer'd above, I anſwer : The 
Scripture ſaying, that God created all Things 
by Jeſus Chriſt, ſhews in the Nature of the 
Expreſſion, as well as the Thing itſelf, that 
God was the original Cauſe and ſupreme 
Creator, and Chriſt the ſecondary and ſubor- 
dinate Agent in the Work of Creation; and 
whether he acted as the inſtrumental Cauſe 
only, or by a creative Power deriv'd to him 
from God, and exercis'd by God's Will and 
Command, - it is all one as to the Scripture- 
Doctrine of the Creation of all Things from 
God (originally) by the Miniſtration of Fe- 
fus Chriſt. © "When it is ſaid, (Ack. xix. 1 1.) 
God wrought ſpecial Miracles þ y the Hands 
of Paul; we think it, notwithſtanding, 
proper to ſay, that Paul was a Worker of 
Miracles, becauſe he aQed in the doing of 
them ; as the Prophets alſo did, in delivering 
the Prophecies which God reveal'd by them. 
Yet it is obſervable that the Scripture never 
| fays that Chriſt made the World, or ſtiles him 
Creator, but always diſtinguiſheth his Power 


from that of the ſupreme God and Maker of 


all Things, by faying, that God created all 
Things by (through) Jeſus Chriſt ; 7. e. by his 
' miniſterial Agency. Whether Chriſt had a 
creative Power deriv'd to him from God, or 
not, we cannot be ſure, becauſe the Scripture 
is filent about it z but we may with Certainty 
conclude, that God would not do his greateſt 


Work by the meaneſt Inſtrument (by a 
Worm, 


ER 
Worm, as this Author indecently ſpeaks, p. 
122.) but by the moſt excellent of all created 
or deriv'd Beings. And as God intended that 
the World which he created by Chriſt ſhould 
be his, and be govern'd by him, we may be 
ſure that he has endfed him with a Power 
and Knowledge proportionate to, and ſuffi- 
cient for, this great Office. How knows this 
Author, then, but that God himſelf (as the 
Ancients thought) having created the Matter 
or Subſtance of which Things conſiſt, gave 
his Son, the Word, the Power of framing the 
whole Creation ? Or that he may be of a Na- 
ture ſo far excellent and powerful above the 
whole Creation, viſible and inviſible, as to 
have originally deriv'd to him, with his Exiſt- 
ence, the Power of Creation itſelf? His Ob- 
jection to this is, that the World could not 
be created by a Being /e/5 than the ſupreme 
God himſelf; becauſe every Perſon who is 
| not the infinite ſupreme God muſt be infi- 
nitely below him; and ſo it follows, he 
thinks, on this Suppoſition of the World's 
being created by any Perſon who is not the 
ſupreme God, that God might enable his 
Creatures, tho infinitely inferior to himſelf in 
their Powers, to do every Thing that he him- 
felf can do: For, what can he do more than 
create this and an indefinite number of Worlds 
beſides it? p. 125. Does this Gentleman 
think, then, that the infinite Power of the ſy- 
preme God is all exerted and exhauſted in the 


Creation 
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Creation of this or any other finite Syſtem 
of Beings ? Can any thing be more abſurd 


than this Suppoſition ? Surely, then, ſince a 
finite and limited Power is proportionate to 


a finite Creation, it might be effected by a 
finite Agent : And ſuppoſing an infinite al- 
mighty Power neceſſary for the original Pro- 
duction of things into Exiſtence, yet the 


Framing, ordering, and governing theſe things, 
when produc'd into Exiſtence, may, nodoubt, 


by the Co-operation of God [which perhaps 
neceſſarily concurs with the Acts of every 
Agent] be proportionate to the natural Powers 
of a created Being. There is no Abſurdity 
or Difficulty in this. And even the Suppo- 
ſition of a Power of creating things from 
Non-exiſtence, deriv'd or communicated from 
God to another Being, is far from making 
that Being equal to him in Power from 
whom he derived all his Power. This is 
evident at firſt Sight. But yet the Scripture- 
Revelation ſeems to intimate to us, that what- 
ever Powers are derived to the Son of God, 
and manifeſted by him, under God, in the 
Creation and Government of the World 
the greateſt of theſe are not the greateſt that 
God can and will manifeſt; and that as 
there muſt be divine Powers which are in- 


| communicable to every derived or originated 


Being, ſo God may have reſerved in his own 
Power many Effects and Illuſtrations of his 


almighty Godhead, Power, and other Per- 
| fections, 


1 


fections, to be manifeſted by himſelf in 
Worlds to come, when he, as God ſupreme 
over all, /ball be all in all. But the Works 
of Creation, whoever was the immediate and 
ſubordinate Agent, and whether he acted 
by God's Power exerted in and by him, or by 
his own natural Power, equally diſplay (tho 
this Author is af a /ofs to comprehend it, p. 
129.) the eternal Power and Godhead of the 
original ſupreme Creator : Becauſe they muſt 
be the Effect of the Power of God himſelf 
immediately, or of a miniſterial Agent em- 
power'd by him, and deriv'd from him. So 
that either way, the Syſtem of created things 
manifeſts God's eternal Power and Godhead ; 
nothing is plainer, or eaſier to comprehend. 


NexrT, p. 130. he thinks it contrary to 
| Reaſon, as well as Scripture, that the Son, if 
g derived, ſhould be an Object of religious Ado- 

1 ration. He ſays, If the Son of God has not 
d þ ſupreme but delegated Perfections, he can claim 
only that religious Worſhip which has the ſame 
Proportion to the Worſhip of the ſupreme Gog, 

as a Creature to its Creator. This Gentle- 
man cannot diſtinguiſh between the ſupreme 
un-originated God, and the Creature whom 
God created by Jeſus Chriſt. He perpetually 
talks as if he was at a loſs to comprehend 
the Difference ; and therefore ſuppoles that 
ſaying Chriſt is begotten, is the fame as mak- 

ing him @ Creature, becauſe this ſhews that 
be is not the unbegotten ſupreme as 
NE” - 5M 
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Tt muſt be evident to every one who has 
read and conſidered the Scriptures carefully 
and impartially, and who believes the Unity 
of God, that the Son hath not ſupreme un- 
derived Perfections; ; and that he hath re- 
ceiv'd both his Nature and Perfections (how 
divine ſoever they are) by Derivation from 
the one God the Father, ſupreme over all, 
by whom he is appointed Mediator, and 
who hath commanded him to be worſhipped 
as that Perſon to whom he hath given and 
committed the Power of Judgment. Is not 
all the Worſhip then, that can conſiſtently 
with Reaſon and Scripture be given to the 
Son, plainly med:atorial ? Is it not the Wor- 
ſhip of him who is exalted by God, and 
commanded to be worſhipped as Lord, to the 
Glory of God the Father ? Is not this Ac- 
Semen of his inviſible Power and 
Dominion over all, tho' given him, à reli- 
gious Adoration ; or is it only an empty ce- 
remonious Compliment, according to this Au- 
thor, p. 131. becauſe it redounds ultimately 
to the Glory of the one God and Father of 
all, who 1s ſupreme over all!? | 


2dly, Tuvs worſhipping Chriſt as Medi- 
ator, and by the Appointment and Command 
of God the F ather, and finally to his Glory, 
1s ſo far (as this Author weakly alledges, 
Þ. 131.) from taking away any Part of the 
Ghry or Worſhip due to the ſupreme God, 


that it is an immediate Acknowledgment 
of 
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of the ſupreme incommunicable Worſhip. 
which is due to the one God the Father on- 
ly; to whom all Worſhip is primarily and 
originally due, and befides whom no Worſhip 
is or can be due to any other, without his 
expreſs Command and Appointment. And 
tho' God undoubtedly may (without dimi- 
niſhing the leaſt of that Glory which 1s pe- 
culiarly due to himſelf ) command one to 
be worſhip'd in Subordination to himſelf, to 
whom he hath committed a divine inviſible 
Dominion and Power; yet it is the greateſt 
Abſurdity poſſible, to ſuppoſe (with this Au- 
thor) that God might as well command a 
Creature or a Perſon deriv'd from him, and 
who is inveſted by him with all the Authori- 
ty which he hath, or can exerciſe, to be wor- 
ſhip'd equally with himſelf ; or to have that 
Adoration and Worſhip paid to him, which 
is and can be only due to the ſupreme God. 
This Glory God cannot give to any other 
Perſon whatſoever ; and every Part or De- 
gree of religious Worſhip, which is or can 
be rightly paid to any other Perſon, is pri- 
marily and ultimately His, and given by his 
Command only; nor can poſſibly depend on, 
or be eſſential to, any deriv'd Nature or Per- 
fections. Nothing is more evident, if Men 
would open their Eyes to Scripture and Rea- 
ſon. Therefore all Idolatry conſiſts, not in 
worſhipping more than one ſupreme God, 
but in giving by mere Imagination, and with- 
out knowing what we worſhip, that which 

| | D 2 pecu- 


> 
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peculiarly belongs to God only to give, vis. 


any religious Adoration to other Perſons be- 


ſides the ſupreme God, without his expreſs 
Command for ſo doing. This is the Reaſon 
we are not to worſhip Saints and Angels, tho 
we are aſſur d of their Exiſtence and Being 
with God ; and this is the Reaſon why we 
worſhip Chrift. And no doubt we might 
worſhip any Creature, if God commanded 
it ; but to ſuppoſe him, as this Author argues 
hence, to command us to worſhip inanimate 
Creatures, who are mere Inſtruments of his 
Providence, is to be as ſtupid and ſenſeleſs as 
they are. It is ſtrange this Gentleman can- 
not ſee where the Fault of the Galatians lay, 
P. 132, 133. in doing Service, or paying Wor- 
ſhip, ro them who by Nature are no Gods, 
Gal. iv. 8. Nature taught them the Worſhip 
of the one ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent God, and of 
no other befides him; and the Galatians and 
other Heathens had no Authority or Com- 
mand from him, who is by Nature God, and 
has an unqueſtionable Right to be worſhip'd 
accordingly, to do religious Service to any 0- 
ther Perſon or Being : They are therefore 
juſtly blam'd, becauſe inſtead of the one true 
God, who is by Nature really and truly God ; 
they ſerv'd and worſhip'd other Beings, who 
by Nature are not Gods ; are neither ſu- 
preme ſelf-exiſtent Beings, nor have any real 
or true divine Power or Authority commit- 


ted to them from the ſupreme God, over 
thoſe who worſhip'd them. The Antithefis 


(as 
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(as v. 9. ſhews) is between the Heathen Idols, 
and the one true God and Father of all ; be- 
tween the many Gods who are no Gods by 
Nature, or in Truth and Reality, at all, and 
the one ſupreme God declar'd in the Chriſt- 


ian Revelation, who alone is God by an un- 


deriv'd ſupreme Power and Dominion over 


all. And as the Worſhip of Chriſt is not in- 


fer'd from this Text, ſo it 1s never in Scripture 
founded on his original Nature and Perfec- 
tions at all, or on his being by Nature God, 
i. e. the ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent God; but it is 


always founded on that Authority, which is 


committed to him from him who is by Na- 
ture God, and who has commanded all Men 
to honour the Son, as they honour the Father : 


That is plainly, as they honour the Father 


as being, by original underiv'd Right, the 
ſupreme Judge of Mankind; fo by his Ap. 

pointment and Will they are to honour hs 
Son as his Delegate, to whom he hath com- 
mitted this Judgment, and made him the 
Fudge both of Quick and Dead, Acts x. 42. 
This is our Lord's own Doctrine, Verily, 


* 


verily, I ſay unto you, the Son can do no- 


thing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Fa- 
ther do: For what things foever he doth, 


| Theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe, For the Fu- 


ther loveth the Son, and ſheweth him all 
things that himſelf doth. For as the Fa- 
ther raiſeth up the Dead, and quickeneth 
them; even ſo the Son quickeneth 'whom he 
will, Fur the Father judgerb no Man, but 
| > hath 


fa] 

hath committed all Fudzment to the- Son 3 

that all Men ſhould honour the Son, even as 
they honour the Father, He that honoureth 
not the Son, bonoureth not the Fatber which 
hath ſent him. John v. 19 — 23. All that 
our Author farther offers on this Point, to 
p. 142, is moſt abſurd Reaſoning. What 
greater Sign (. 13 5.) could the Fews have 
requir'd of our Saviour's divine Miſſion, than 
that which he ſhew'd by the Miracles which 
he wrought, and to which he conſtantly ap- 
peals, and in the very Caſe before us. I car 
of my own ſelf, (ſays our Lord) do nothing; 
as I hear I judge, and my Judgment is 
juſt ; becauſe J ſeek not my own Will, but 
the Will of the Father who hath ſent me.--- 
The Works which the Father hath given me 
fo finiſh, the ſame Works that JI do, bear 
witneſs of me that the Father hath ſent me. 
John v. 30, 36. Our Saviour, you ſee, proves 


| his Claim of being honoured, as him who 


was ſent and appointed by God his Father 
to be the Judge of Men, from the Works 
which the Father had given him to finiſh ; 
and which he did as the Evidence that the 
Father had ent him. He knew the TJews 

could never object their Law (as they never 
pretended to do, tho' our Author thinks 
they certainly would have done, p. 137, 138.) 
againſt his being honour'd as the Meſſias, to 
whom the Law itſelf directed them; if he 
could but convince them by his Miracles 


chat he was the Chriſt. The Law, as our 
Saviour 


[ 23 ] 
Saviour repreſents it Mat. iv. 10, Thou ſbalt 
 wworſhip the Lord thy God, and bim only 
ſhalt thou ſerve, could never. be violated by 
him ; unleſs he had either taught the Wor- 
ſhip of another Lord God, diſtin& from the 
God of the Fews ; or the Worſhip of ffrange 
Gods, forbidden in the Law to be worſhip'd. 
But as the Fews knew that our Saviour ne- 
ver pretended himſelf to be either the God 
of Ifſrael, or another diſtin Lord God; or 
taught the Worſhip of any other God but 
the God of 1/-ae/, from whom he declar'd 
himſelf to be ent, and to be his Son, there- 
by intimating to them that he was the Me/- 
ſias; whatever Worſhip was due to the Me 
as he muſt have a Right to, from them 
who were convinc'd that he was ſo. But in 
declaring the Honour which was due to him, 
as being given him from God the Father 
who /ent him, he neither enjoin d them ta 
give ſupreme or fubordinate Worſhip to an- 
other God, as this Author imagines (p. 137.) 
| thoſe whom he oppoſeth to teach; or to 
worſhip himſelf, the Meſſias, as being the ſu- 
preme God : But he taught all his Diſciples 
to pray to (the one God) the Father in his 
Name, John xvi. 23, 24, 26. and he com- 
manded them to direct all their Prayers to 
God the Father: hen ye pray ſay, Our 
Father &c. Luke xi. 2. Where, as a learn- 
ed * Ancient obſerves, Chriſt does not teach 
bis Diſciples to pray to himſelf, but to the 
Sm EE Father, 
Orig. de Orat. Sect. 44. 
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Father, to whom a 4% he himſelf pray d. Nor 
does our Saviour throughout the Goſpels e- 


ver teach us to pray to himſelf; or the A- 


ſtles in their Epiſtles ever pray to him, or 
direct Chriſtians to invocate him in their Pray- 
ers. The true Chriſtian Worſhip undoubt- 
edly is to worſhip by Supphcation, Thankſ- 
giving, and Prayer, the God and Father of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in his Name, whom 
God ſent to be the Mediator between God 
and Man; and to whom, as an Aſſurance 
of our being heard and accepted thro him, 
God hath given all Power, both in Heaven 
and Eartb. Can any thing therefore be 

lainer, unleſs Men are reſolv'd to preach an- 
other Goſpel, than that the Honour and Wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt commanded in his Goſpel is 
mediatorial and ſubordinate ; which his own 
Declaration of every Thing he has being 
given him evidently ( as this Author ſees 
and owns, p. 141.) implies ? The Truth is; 
to worſhip Chriſt is no other than primari- 
ly and ultimately to worſhip God the Fa- 
ther 3 in a thankful Acknowledgment of, and 
dutiful Subjection to, that Authority which 
he hath given to his Son, whom he hath 
made both Lord and Chriſt. Acts ii. 36. Our 
Author cites ſeveral Texts without at all 
knowing what they mean, viz. that all the 
Angels of God are commanded to worſhip 
the Son of God, Heb.i. 6. That all m 
honour the Son, as they honour the Father, 


John v. 23. That every Knee muſt bow to 
him, 


1 
him, Phil. ii. 10. and that Bieſing, Honour, 
Glory, and Power, are to be aſcrib'd to him 
for ever and ever, Rev. v. 12, 13. If this 
Gentleman underſtood theſe Texts, he would 
be aſham'd to urge them to prove that he 
Worſhip of the Son of God muſt be the ſame 
with the Father's, and founded on the ſame 
Claim of true Divinity, p. 143. by which be 
means neceſſarily-exiſtent, independent, and fi- 
preme Nature and Perfections, p. 177. Would 
he have attended to the Verſes immediately 
preceeding and following one of thoſe he 
cites, he might eafily have ſeen that the 
Worſhip of the Son of God is not the ſame 
with the Father's, or founded upon the ſame 
Claim of Divinity. The Apoſtle ſays (Phil. 
ii. 9.) that God hath highly exalted Chriſt, &c : 
And the Reaſon or Ground of his high Exal- 
tation is given in ver. 6, 7, 8, viz, Chriſt, 
when he was in the Form of God, (being the 
Brightneſs of his Glory, and expreſs Image of 
vis Perſon, as it is explain'd Heb. i. 3.) did 
not claim the divine Honour, (or to be lea de 
to which he was afterwards exalted, or think 
it was to be obtain'd without Trouble, as if 
it was (dprayuly, iWpeua, tpuzrr) à fortuitous 
Prize, found and gain'd without Difficulty, 
as Ifdore of Peluſium rightly * explains it: 
But as he knew that God had appointed 
that without ſhedding of Blood there ſhould 
| be no Remiſſion of Sins, Heb. ix. 22. there- 


* Epiſt, lib, 4. Epiſt. 22. | | 
E fore 
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fore to obtain this our Reconciliation with 
God, and to be the Author of our Salva- 
tion, he condeſcended to our human State, 
and appear'd not in the Form of God (this 
he laid aſide, and emptied himſelf of) but 
in the Form of a Servant, and Faſhion of a 
Man; and in our Nature humbled himſelf, 
and became obedient to Death, even the 
| Death of the Croſs, ver. 6, 7, 8. And that 
this 1s the Ground of his Honour and Wor- 
ſhip the Apoſtle declares, ſaying, Wherefore 
God hath highly exalted him, and given him 
a Name which is; above every Name, that 
at the Name of Teſus every Knee ſhould 
bow, and every Tongue confeſs that Jeſus 
' Chriſt is Lord to the Glory of God the Fa- 
ther, ver. 9, 10, 11. Is this the fame Wor- 
ſhip, and founded on the fame Claim, with 
the Worthip of God the Father ? Is the 
Worſhip of God the Father founded on his 
being EXALTED by another Perſon on ac- 
count of his Humiliation and Obedience to 
that Perſon, and having a Name 61veN him, 
or Dominion over all Things both in Hea- 
ven, and Earth, and under the Earth ; that is, 
over Angels, and over Men both the quick 
and dead, who are made ſubject to him? 
Could any Thing more clearly and fully 
ſet: forth the diſtinct Claim or Foundation 
of the Worſhip of God the Father, and the 
Son, than what the Apoſtle hath here ſaid ? 
Is it not evident that the Worſhip of the 
Father is founded on his original, indepen- 

| ; dent, 
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dent, underiv'd Sovereignty, or Dominion 
over all ; and claim'd from us by our Ob- 
ligation of confeſſing it in our Addreſſes to 
him? And is it not as evident that the 
Worſhip of the Son is founded on that 
Honour to which he is exalted, and on 

that Authority which God hath given him, 
and due from us by our Acknowledgment 
of it, and Subjection to it, finally 20 the 
Glory of God the Father ? 


Tus nothing is more plain and conſiſ- 
tent, than the diſtin&t Honour and Worſhip 
which we are taught to pay to God the Fa- 
ther, and the Son; and which ought never 
to be confounded in our religious Services: 
Leſt while we aim to be wiſe above what is 
written, and vainly pretend to honour God 
and his Chriſt by an uncommanded Service, 
we worſhip we know not what ; and inſtead 
of honouring the Son, really diſhonour both 
the Father, and alſo the Son, whom he ſent. 
In praying to the Father through the Son, 
or in his Name, humbly and thankfully con- 
feſſing him to be our Lord and Saviour, we 
cannot poſſibly err or offend : And this is 
giving to the Son all the religious Honour 
and Worſhip that is commanded in the Goſ- 

Revelation to be given to him; or that 
he himſelf has taught us to give. God hath 
exalted him to bis own Right-Hand, placed 
him on his Throne, and given him all Power 
hath in Heaven and Earth ; therefore both 

2 Angels 
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Angels and Men are commanded to aſcribe - 
Honour, Glory, and Power to the Lamb that 
q was flain (and who ſitteth on the Throne of 
Witt | God, Rev. v. 6. and for the ſuffering of Death 
1 is crowned with Glory and Honour, Heb. ii. 9.) | 
"9 for ever and ever. Rev. v. 12, 13. 


Wu Ar this Author next — is ve- 
ry extraordinary indeed. He ſays, (p. 143.) 
if we really <vorſhip the Son of God with in- 
ferior Worſhip, We can never be ſaid to wor- 
ſhip the Father, through him, to whom we 
cannot gi ve ſubordinate W. orſhip. As if, with- 
out the greateſt Abſurdity and Soleciſin, we 
could be ſaid to worſhip God through Chriſt 
the Son of God, if he, through whom God 
is worſhipped, is himſelf the "ſupreme God: 
Or as if applying to him as Mediator could 
be ſupreme Worſhip, or the Worſhip of the 
ſupreme God. And yet ſurely the — : 
of Chriſt's Authority and Mediation, and 
worſhipping him as Lord, to the Glory « of 
God the Father, cannot with the leaſt Ap- 

arance of Reaſon be called giving /ibor- 
dinate Worſhip to the ſupreme God, the Fa- 
ther. On the dire& contrary, the giving to 
God the Father primarily and finally the 
| Glory of that ſubordinate Worſhip which 
|& we pay to the Son, as exalted by him, and 
| | 35 made by his Appointment our Mediator and 
1 Fuge, is giving proper and ſupreme Wor- 
I! ip to God the Father, and ſuch as is in- 
1 communicable to the Son, or to any other 
U Perſon, 


[ 29] 
Perſon, but only 0 the God and. Father of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. When this Gentle- 
man conſiders this carefully, he will be ſur- 
prized at the Weakneſs of his own Reaſon- 


ing, P. 143, 144. 


Tu x next Error with which he chargeth 
thoſe who hold the Scripture-doctrine of the 
Trinity is, heir inſinuating that Chriſt only 
aſſumed an humane Body without an humane 
Soul; which Opinion (he thinks) is contrary 
to ſeveral Texts of Scripture which call him 
the Son of Man, and inform us, that in all 
things it behoved him to be made like unto his 
Brethren, Heb. ii. 17. that he grew in Know- 
ledge as well as Stature, Luke ii. 52. which 
cannot without the utmoſt Abſurdity be 4 
firmed of the divine Nature of the Son of 
God; p. 144, 145. This Gentleman's Ta- 
lent, we have ſeen, does not lie in explain- 
ing Scripture ; he is alſo ſo unlucky as to 
Cite in favour of his own Scheme Texts that 
are full againſt it. Had the Scriptures ſpo- 
ken always of Chriſt as being the Son of 
Man, without any Explication of the Senſe 
in which they fo call him, we might well 
have concluded that he was a mere Man. 
But it clearly appears from ſeveral Texts 
particularly, and from the whole Tenour of 
Scripture in general, that Chriſt is neither 
a mere Man, nor two diſtin& Perſons, one 
humane, and one divine. The Scri | 
therefore on one hand never teach that Chriſt 
e ; — 
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Incarnation. The Word was made Fleſh, 


1 $9] 


took an humane Soul, without which he conld 
not be an humane Perſon, tho? he might pro- 

ly be a Man; and do teach on the other 
hand, that what in him was made Fleſh, 
and was born of a Woman, and was made 
Man, was not an humane Soul, but the di- 
vine Word; and ſo, that Chriſt was neither 
two Perſons, nor a mere humane Perſon, but 


a divine Perſon, the Word made Fleſh, and 


being born of humane Fleſh and Blood Was 
a Man, and properly called the Son of Man, 
as being of humane Seed, and having an hu- 
mane Body. And this our Author might 
have ſeen and infer'd from the Text of the 
Hebrews, which he produceth for the di- 
rect contrary. It is there ſaid, ver. 14. For- 
aſmuch then as the Children are Partakers of 
Fleſh and Blood, he alſo himſelf ikewiſe partooh 


£5 of the ſame : For verily (ver. 16.) he took not 


on him the (Nature of) Angels, but he took 
on him the Seed of Abraham. Wherefore, as 
it follows, in all things it behoved him to be 
made like unto his Brethren in his humane 


Nature, that by taking a Body with its Af- 


fections, he might be found, (as St. Paul 
ſpeaks, Phil. ii. 7, 8.) in the Form of a 
Servant, and Faſhion of a Man, and there- 


by be capable of ſuffering Death for our 


Redemption. This is the Drift and Scope 
of the Argument which the Author of the 
Epiſtle is upon. And the Scripture is uni- 
form throughout in the Doctrine of Chriſt's 


lays 


1 
ſays St. Jobn i. 14. Wherefore, when he co- 
meth into the World, he ſaith, a Body haſt 
thou prepar'd me, Heb. x. 5. And ſure there 
can be no Difficulty to a reaſonable Man 
to believe that that divine Perſon, who we 
are aſſur d from Scripture emptied himſelf of 
the Form of God, and inſtead of dwelling in 
the Brightneſs of God's Glory condeſcended 
to take and dwell in an humane Body, and 
ſo to become Man, that he might be ca- 
pable of ſuffering for Man's Redemption, 
there can be, I ſay, no Difficulty in believ- 
ing that this Perſon, in Conſequence of this 
Exinanition, might properly be ſaid 70 en- 
creaſe in Wiſdom, as well as in Age and 
Body; the Wiſdom of the divine Word ma- 
nifeſting itſelf by Degrees, as the Body en- 


creasd in Stature. 


THis indeed was a Myſtery that Angels 
deſir d to look into, 1 Pet. i. 12, It being 
paſt their Comprehenſion, how fo glorious 
and divine a Perſon as the Word ſhould poſ- 
ſibly be emptied of his Glory and other Per- 
fections (tho' but for a while) ſo far as to 
be made Fleſh, and become capable of hu- 
mane Sufferings. This therefore was a pro- 
per Subject for the Goſpel-Revelation, where- 
in the Greatneſs of God's Power is mani- 
feſted in the Miiſſion and Incarnation of his 
Son. But the Scripture never teaching or in- 
timating that Chriſt took a Soul as well as 
a Body; and always ſpeaking of him as one 

| | Perſon, 


32 | 
Perſon, called either Son of Man, or Son of 
God; we muſt conclude that the Cerintbian 
Doctrine of /wwo Perſons in Chriſt, viz. Chriſt 
the Word, and an humane Soul, has no Foun- 
dation in Scripture ; and it is alſo evident, 
that no Union can make a divine and hu- 
mane Perſon to be one Perſon, any more 
than it can make /wso humane Souls or Per- 
ſons to be one Soul or one Perſon. This is 
not poſſible to be conceiv'd without deſtroy- 
ing the perſonal Exiſtence and Nature of 
the one, or of the other ; and the Hereſy of 
Cerinthus or Eutyobes is the unavoidable Con- 
ſequence of this Notion. The humane Soul 
is a Perſon, whether united to the Body, 
or ſeparated from it ; but it does not con- 
ſtitute a. Man, (which is a compound Name) 
without being in Union with an humane Bo- 
dy, from whence it has the Appellation of 
Man. In which Reſpect we only conſider a 
Body endued with a Soul or intelligent Agent, 
without knowing or conſidering the diſtinct 
Nature of the Soul united to it. And this 
is the Reaſon why Angels, when they ap- 

r in human Form, are in Scripture ſtiFd 
Men. This our Author takes notice of 
p. 155.) and has nothing to reply to ſhew 
the Diſparity of the Caſe, but the very weak 
Pretence that they are not ſaid to be like 
us in all Things, as the Son of God is ſaid 
to be ; which is plainly nothing to the Pur- 
poſe of ſhewing (which is the Point in hand) 
that an Angel or Spirit ſuperior to. a mere 
| | humane 


[ 33 ] 

humane Soul, when appearing in humane 
Form, may not properly be call'd a Man; 
but only ſhews that Angels were not made 
Fleſh, or were not really incarnate, as the 
Son of God was: And his whole Reaſoning 
from p. 145 to p. 157. is mere empty Ha- 
rangue built on a Suppoſition of the Truth 
of an unreaſonable Hypotheſis, in Contra- 
diction to the whole Tenor of Revelation. 


Tax next Argument which this Gentle- 
man alledges for his Notion of the Trinity 
is (p. 157.) The Scriptures, he ſays, aſcribe 
' the ſame Names, Titles, Attributes, and Per- 
fections to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt: Which, 

after another Harangue of mere Words for 
five Pages, he proceeds to give an Inſtance 
of, in an Angel appearing and ſpeaking in 
the Name of God, the ſupreme Jehova ; 
and on this Account having the Title of 
Lord and God, as being the Angel and Re- 
prefentative of the moſt high God. Ze pre- 
| fumes, (p. 162.) that it is * Senſe of many 
of the Churches of Chrift, that this Angel 
was the Meſfias ; whence he concludes that 
Chriſt muſt be the ſupreme God, (p. 163.) 
But did the primitive Churches of Chriſt, 

who believ'd this Angel was the Meſſias, 

ever draw ſuch a Conclufian ? Or is it poſ- 
fable for ſuch a Concluſion to be drawn by 
Reaſon ? Had this Author look d into the 
Writings of the 7 imitive Chriſtians, he 


might | have ſeen * as it was their una- 


nimous 
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nimous Doctrine, that the Angel who ap- 
pear'd and conversd with Adam, the Pa- 
triarchs, and Moſes, was Chriſt the Son of 
God, call'd alſo the Angel of the Covenant, 
and of God's Preſence ; ſo it was no leſs 
their unanimous Doctrine founded both on 
Scripture and Reaſon, that it was not he 


ſupreme God himſelf who appear d and jþake, 


but another Perſon who was the Miniſter and 
Repreſentative of the ſupreme God, and there- 
fore is ſtil'd his Angel: And that it is im- 
Poffible in itſelf, and impious to believe, that 
the ſupreme God ( © 74 iy) could be an 
Angel. Hence they concluded that this 
Angel, ſtil'd Lord and God, was the Son of 
God himſelf acting in the Name, and by the 
Authority, of God the Father, the one ſu- 
preme God over all. This is well known to 
be the conſtant invariable Senſe of the Church 
of Chriſt, in the firſt and pureſt Ages. Yet 


in Contradiction to their Senſe, and to Scrip- 


ture and Reaſon, this Author alledges the 
Texts Exod. vi. 3. and iii. 14. wherein it is 
ſaid, God told Moſes that he appear d to A. 
braham by the Name of God Almighty ; and 
God ſaid unto Moſes I am that I AM; and 


e ſaid, thus ſbalt thou ſay unto the Child- 


ren of Iſrael, | am hath ſent me unto you 


p. 163. Whence he argues (þ. 164.) that 


all theſe Words cannot be ſpoken by the Angel 
of the Covenant, or the Son of God in the 


Name or by the Authority of his Father, or 


as his Repreſentative : For 'tis not the Voice 


of 


[ 35 ] 
of an Angel, but of the Lord, or Fehova, 
who ſhake to Moſes in his own Name, and 
not in the Perſon of another. And he cannot 
comprehend how a Creature can repreſent his 
Creator. To this the Anſwer is obvious : 
That God the ſupreme Jehova did not appear 
and Hpeaꝶ in his own Perſon, but by an 
Angel, to Moſes, is evident from the Text of 
Exod. vi. 2 where it is ſaid, and the Angel of 
the Lord appeared unto him, &c. And there- 
fore when the Lord is ſaid to ſpeak, it is al- 
ways to be underſtood, that he ſpake by his 
Angel. And it is no leſs evident, that it 
was an Angel who appear d and conversd 
with Abrabam in the Name of the Lord Je- 
hova. The Texts cited by himſelf, and ma- 
ny others, ſhew this. So that he muſt either 
rove that the Lord Jehova, the ſupreme 
God himſelf, can be an Angel, and appear 
and ſpeak, which is the groſſeſt Abſurdity ; 
or that the Angel, whoever he was, who mi- 
niſter d to the Lord Jehova, was not the ſu- 
preme God ; but only was the Repreſentati ve, 
and babe in the Name, and acted by the 
Authority, of the ſupreme God. 


Bur as the ſupreme God cannot poſſibly 
be the Angel or Miniſter of another, ſo we 
are expreſly taught in the Goſpel-Revelation, 
that he is abſolutely 27vz/ble ; and can neither 

be ſeen or appear under any viſible Form; or 

his Voice be heard. 1 Tim. i. 17. Heb. xi. 27. 

Job. i. 18. v. 37. = 1 Fob. iv. 12. 80 
pi 


that 


[ 36]. 


that this Author has neither attended to the 


plain and expreſs Declarations of Scripture, 
nor to the Reaſon of Things, in fuppoſing 
that the Lord Jehova himielf appear d and 


ſpake to Moſes. But he cannot comprehend 


ow a Creature can repreſent his Creator ; 
that is, he cannot conceive how an Angel 
ſhould repreſent the fupreme God, and be 
calfd by his Name, as being his immediate 
Minifter, and appearing in his Perſon, and 
acting by his Authority; tho' nothing is more 
eaſy to comprehend, and more plainly de- 
clar'd in Scripture : But yet he thinks he can 
comprehend what is far more incomprehenſi- 
ble, and an abſolute Impoſſibility and Abſur- 
dity, namely, that the /upreme God may be 
an Angel; and may appear, and his Voice be 


| heard. An Heathen without Revelation would 


teach him that God is eſſentially 7nvi/ible, as 
the Scriptares teſtify. But God undoubtedly 


may be repreſented by whomſoever of his 


Creatures he pleaſeth; by his Angels, or by 
mere Men. He was repreſented by My/es to 
the Fews, in delivering by him his Law to 
that People ; and by the Prophets, in deliver- 
ing by them the Predictions of his Will and 
Providence. And God's being repreſented and 
making his Will known by his Creatures is 
as eaſy to be underſtood, as the Repreſentation 
of a King by one of his Subjects. For it is 
not the metaphyſical Nature and Perfections 
of God which are or can be repreſented, 
but his Power and Knowledge relative to us; 


rael. The 


[9] 
which Prophecy and Miracles, whether deli- 
ver'd and done by Angels or Men, properly 
repreſent. And in this reſpect every Perſon 
or Being is a proper Repreſentative of God, 
whom he ſhall appoint to be fo. The primi- 
tive Chriſtians conſtantly believ'd that the ſu- 
preme God, the Father, being abſolutely im- 
menſe, could not poſſibly appear or be ſeen, 
_ or deſcend ; and therefore it was their 
oQrine, that the Angel appearing and ſpeak- 
ing in his Name was the (O) Word or Son 
of God. But we do not read that the Angel 
who repreſented God calls himſelf (as our 
Author ſays, p. 165) the God 15 anche. 
Iſaac, and Jacob; 2 by the Title, 1 AM 
that Tam This is a plain Miſtake: And 
in the Texts alledg'd for this Purpoſe it is not 
written, the Ange 0 faid, T am the God of Abra- 
ham, or I am that Ia M ; but that the 
Lord Fehova faid, or that Ged faid, [viz. by 
his wag Tam the God of Abraham, c. and 
I am that I am. Theſeare the Titles of 
the one ſupreme God which he made known 
to Moſes by his Angel, and which the Goſpel 
aſſures us were ſpoken of God, the Father of 
our Lord 7 ” Chriſt, who is the God of II- 
od of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob, 
the God of our Fathers, hath ghrify d his Son 
Jeſus, Al. iii. 13. 


I T is the Idiom of Scripture thus to repre- 
ſent God appearing and ſpeaking by his An- 
| gels, as earthly * do by their Embaſſadors. 
Thus 


"Ly 
Thus what is ſaid by the Meſſengers of Ben- 
hadad, King of Syria, is ſpoken as if faid by 
himſelf in Perſon : vis. He ſent Meſſengers 
10 Ahab, King of Iſrael, into the City, and 
faid unto him [not in Perſon, but by his Meſ- 
ſengers] thus ſaith Ben-hadad, &c. And the 
King of Iſrael anfwer'd and ſaid, (to the Meſ- 
ſengers) My Lord, O King, J am thine, &c. 


_ becauſe they repreſented the King. I Kings xx. 


2, 4. The not attending. to the Phraſe of 
Scripture has been the Cauſe of all the Confu- 
fion about the divine Appellations, amongſt 
the modern Writers in the Controverſy of the 
Trinity; but the Ancients underſtood and diſ- 
tinguiſh'd them better. 


TH E next Text, which our Author men- 
tions, is one which hath been much inſiſted 
on and little underſtood by the Defenders of 
Orthodoxy, falſly ſo call'd, viz. Philip. ii. 
6, 7, 8. where he would have the Form. of 
God to mean the Eſſence of God, (p. 168.) 
which is a Senſe the Word never has in Scrip- 
ture; and is here contradictory to v. 7. wherein 
it is ſaid, that Chriſt emptied himſelf, or laid 
this Form aſide, when he became Man; but 
it is impoſſible for God to lay aſide his Eſſence. 
It means a viſible Form or Appearance. Mark 
xvi. 12. and ſo it ſignifies every where in the 
Old Teſtament. See Fob iv. 16. E/.xliv. 13. 


. 33. v. 6, 9, 10. wü. 28. This 


being obſerv'd, tis eaſy to ſee the Apoſtle's 
Meaning in this Place, tho' his Expreſſion in 
| 6. 
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[ 39 ] 
d. G. has ſomething particular and difficult in 
it. He fays then, that Chriſt, before his In- 
carnation, was in the Form of God, dwelling 
in the viſible Glory that appear'd in the Ta- 
bernacle and Temple ; and by which he was 
ſeen and convers'd with the Patriarchs and 
Moſes ; yet he who was in this giorious Form 
knew, that the {till greater Glory and Honour 
to which the Meſſias was to be exalted, as the 
Reward of his Sufferings for the Redemption 
of Men, was not + («praywr) to be obtain'd 
as a Prize found by Chance, or without Dif- 
ficulty and Labour, but by the greateſt Hu- 
miliation and Obedience even unto Death: 
Therefore (v. 7.) he emptied himſelf (of this 
Form) and took upon him the Form of a Ser- 

vant; that is, he took an humane Body and 
_ dwelt in Fleſh, inſtead of the divine Glory, 
that he might be capable of ſuftering Death, 
v. 8. and then was highly exalted, and had a 
Name given him which 1s above every Name, 
&c. v. 9. His having this Name given him 
which was that of Son of God, and was never 
given to any Angel, Heb. 1. 15. and with it 
all Power both in Heaven and Earth, made 
him to be (ia 6) not equal (ix) to God, 
but /ike God, by a perſonal divine Power and 
Authority inveſted in him, by being plac'd 
on God's heavenly Throne, Rev. iii. 2 1. and 
made King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, 
Rev. xix. 16. as the only-begotten Son of God. 
740 2 Tuns, aA) dęlſijs aller. Greg. Naz. cont. 
By 
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By this Explication you ſee, that the Ferm 
of God and Form of a Servant are an exact 
Antitheſis to each other; the one a glorious, 
divine, and“ impaſſible Form, the other a 
paſible humane Form; the one a State of 
engelical Preeminence, the other of a Ser uanti. 
I have been the larger in this Explication to 
put an End to the cavilling and weak Preten- 
ces of Men, and of this Author amongſt the 
reſt, who, without at all underſtanding the 
Text or Meaning of the Apoſtle, build a No- 
tion upon it directly contrary to the Senſe and 
Purpor t of it. 15 


Ov x Author goes on (p. 171.) to Job. viii. 


58. Before Abraham was, 1 am; whence he 


would infer (p. 172.) the eternal neceſſary Ex- 
Hence of Chriſt. And this he infers from two 
parallel Expreſſions in the Greek of the old 
Teſtament: Ihe one Deut. xxxii. 39. where 
it is ſaid of God, Jam ; the other is Pſal. xc. 2. 
ſpoken of God likewiſe, vie. from everlaſting 
to everlaſting, (cv 5) Thou art: Our Author 


in both Places ſuppoſes rightly the Word 


God to be underſtood. For an the firſt Text 
it is, [am He; i. e. He who alone is God, 
in Oppoſition to the falſe Gods mention'd im- 
mediately before: And in the latter it is, from 


Everlaſting to Everlaſting Thou art He ; 1. e. 
Cod, as the Hebrew has it. But how does 


* TImpaſſibilis paſſibilis factus et verbum homo. 


tren. lib. 3. c. 18, 
the 


[ 47 ] 
the parallel Expreſſion of Chriſt, ſaying of 
himſelf, before Abraham was J am, prove 
Chriſt to be either eternal or God ? God 
cannot be here underſtood as it 1s in the other 
Places, becauſe he is not the Subject of the 
Context. The Texts, therefore, which our 
Author hath cited, had he attended rightly to 
the Parallel, would have led him to the true 
and only Senſe of this, which ſhould have 
been render'd more fully, Jam He: Thus it 

is render'd in v. 24 and 28. of this Chapter; 
alſo in ch. ix. v. 9. ch. xiii. v. 19. of this 
Goſpel. Had he conſider'd this, he could not 
well have miſs d ſeeing, that the Expreſſion 
(C «w) I am, here means, I am He, who 
is the Chri/t and Son of God; who had Ex- 
iſtence before Abraham, and was firſt promis'd 
as the future Seed of the Woman, Gen. iii. 15. 
who ſhould come in the Fleſh 0 bruiſe the Ser- 
pent's Head, i. e. deſtroy his Power and the 
Dominion of Sin by the Redemption of 
Mankind; and whoſe Day Abraham after- 
wards foreſaw, v. 56. God having promis'd 
him that he ſhould ariſe out of his Seed, in 
whom all the Nations of the Earth ſhould be 
| bleſſed. The whole preceding Part of the 
Chapter, from the 12th Verſe, ſhews that our 
Saviour in his Diſcourſe intended to inform 
the Jews, (without directly telling them) that 
he was the Mefias and Son of God. Nothing 
can be more evident to one who will conſider 
it: And the Expreſſion (%% &w) I am, has 
no Relation to the Name Jehova, which is 
G expreſs d 


[ 42 ) 


expreſs'd (iyoow 3 d I AM that I am; 
and ſo has no Relation to eternal neceſſary 
Exiſtence, as this Author would have it imply 
without any Colour or Ground of Reaſon 
whatſoever. 


HE next proceeds to Job. x. 30. T- 
and my Father are one; which Words the 
Context ſhews are meant of the Power which 
God the Father had given Chr:/? his Son, to 
fave and finally reward his true Diſciples : 
I give unto them eternal Life, and they ſhall 
never periſh (or not periſh for ever) neither 

hall any pluck them out of my Hand. My 
Father who gave them me is greater than all; 
and no one 1s able to pluck them out of my Fa- 
ther's Hand. Then it follows, IT and my Fa- 
ther are ONE, v. 28, 29, 30. that is 
lainly, they are one in Power, Purpoſe, and 
Will: The Power which the Son of God had 
„ of giving eternal Life and Happineſs to his 
blameleſs and faithful Followers, whom he 
calls his Sheep, being the Power of God: the 
Father committed to him, and which he ex- 
ercis' d according to the Will of the Father, 
they were in this reſpet ont: And fo 
Chriſt's Sheep being in his Hand (or under 
his Care and Protection) or in the Hand of 
God his Father, was one and the fame Thing. 
This is the Purport of our Saviour's Words, 
And agreeably to this Senſe of Unity of Power, 
and Will and Affection, our Saviour pray'd to 
his Father that his Diſciples to whom he 
had committed the Power of preaching the 
| Goſpel 


. 
Goſpel to the World, as God had ſent him 
into the World to teach it unto them, that 
they, and all thoſe who ſhould believe in him 
thro' their Word, might be ON E, as he and 
the Father were ON E. Holy Father, keep 
thro" thine own Name thoſe whom thou haſt 
given me, that they may be o N E, as we are — 
. that they all may be ON E, as thou, Father, 
art in me, and I in thee, that they alſo may be 
ON E in Us. That they may be ON E, 
even as we are ON E. Job. xvii. 11, 18, 20, 
21, 22. In which Words our Saviour, if 
Men will hear him and be taught by him, 
hath plainly and fully explain'd the Unity be- 
twixt him and his Father to be a moral Unity 
of Power and Agreement of Mind and Will, 
and not a metaphyſical Unity of we know not 
what, or what is mere Contradiction. But, 
ſays this Author; How it can be ſaid of a Be- 
ing that is infinitely below the ſupreme God, that 
he is one with him in Power, and yet their re- 
ſpective Powers be to each other as finite and in- 
finite, is to me, I confeſs, incomprebenſible; or 
how an infinite Being can communicate his 
Power to a Creature, p. 173, 174. This 
Gentleman would make one believe he had 
no more Underſtanding than a Child, for that 
he cannot comprehend that God can commu- 
nicate his Power to a Creature. Whoſe Power 
was it, thinks he, with which CHhriſt promis'd 
his Apoſtles ſhould be endued from on high 
[ Luk. xxiv. 49. ſee AF. i. 8.] and by which 
they wrought all their Miracles? Was it their 
.own natural Power, or was it not the Power 
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of God communicated to them? And it was 
the ſame Power, in an higher Degree, with 
which God anointed his Son Jeſus. Act. x. 38. 

And as all ſupernatural Power communicated 
to Men muſt be not their own Power but 
the immediate Power of God, to deny this 
Communication poſſible, is plainly to deny 
the Poſſibility of Prophecy and Miracles, and 
all the Powers by which reveal'd Religion has 
been propagated. And as the Power of God 
reſted on Chriſt, and the fame Power was by 
him given to his Apoſtles, the Manifeſtation 
of this divine Power by them, according to 
the Will of God who communicated it to 
them, made them, as our Lord ſays, 70 be 
oN E with Chriſt, as he was o N E with the 
Father; and alſo oN E with the Father, as 
he was O N E with him. This is the plain 
Scripture Doctrine, and very eaſy to be com- 
prehended. But if our Author means by 
God's Power, any Thing beſides his relative 
Power exercis d in the natural and moral Go- 
vernment of the World, and manifeſted in 
the various Revelations of his Will to Man- 
kind ; or means his metaphyſical unoriginated 
infinite Power, and thinks zhzs cannot be com- 
municated; this is mere Quibble and Tri- 


fling N below a reaſonable Man and a 
Scholar. 


H E next alledges, that Chriſt is call'd God, 
to prove his Supremacy, Independence, and 
neceſſary Exiſtence, which, he ſays, the Name 
God implies, p. 176, 177, If the Name 

of 
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of God imply'd this, it would hardly be 
given to Creatures, Angels and Men; 
and he cannot but know that the Name is 
given to theſe in Scripture. And if Chriſt 
himſelf had been the 2 preme, independent, 
neceſſarily-exiſtent God, he 
have had afcrib'd to him in the Scriptures 
the Titles of the zugt high God, the one 
God, the only God, the only true God ; 
and would have been ſtil'd God abſolutely : 
All which Titles are peculiarly aſcrib'd to 
God the Father only, and even in Contra- 


diſtinction to Chriſt his Son, Nor would 


Chriſt on the other hand have been call'd the 
Angel of God, or the Son of God ; the Only- 
beg 8 ; the Fir/t-born of every Creature; 
the Image of God : None of which Appel- 
lations can without the greateſt Abſurdity 
and Impiety be attributed to the ſupreme, in- 
dependent, unoriginated, or neceſſarily-exiſtent 
God, who is the one God and Father of all, 
and above all. Eph. iv. 6. This Author talks 
as if he had never confider'd the Scripture- 
Doctrine at all ; or imagin'd that it taught, 
in Contradiction to itſelf and to natural Re- 
ligion, Tritheiſin and Polytheiſin, two or more 
ſupreme Gods. I take no Notice of what 
he ſays from Rom. ix. 5. becauſe whether the 
Word (6) God was originally in that Text 


or not, it does not appear to be ſpoken of 


_ Chriſt, but of God the Father: And if it 
was certainly in the Text of the Apoſtle, 
and meant by him of Chriſt, the precedent 


Obſer- 


undoubtedly would 
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Obſervations ſhew that it is nothing to our 
Author's Purpoſe ; and he ſhould have con- 
fider'd what has been often ſaid upon this 
Text in a full and particular Manner, before 
he troubled his Readers with the ſtale con- 
futed Pretences which he offers to them. 


P. 178, 179, 180. That Chriſt is Lord of 


all, and bleſſed for ever, is evident from Scrip- 
ture; and it is alſo as evident from the ſame 
Scripture that he is made Lord of all by 
the Donation and Appointment of God the 
Father, which this Author denies. Hear our 
Saviour himſelf; all Power is GIVEN fo me 
both in Heaven and Earth, Mat. xxviii. 18. 


and his Apoſtle St. Paul, Phil. ii. g. God 


hath highly exalted him, and c1ven him a 
Name which is above every Name, &c. and 
again, 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28. He (God the Father) 
hath put all Things under his (Chriſt his 


| Son's) Feet; but when he ſaith all Things 


are put under him, it is manifeſt that he 
7s excepted who did put all Things under 
him. And when all Things ſhall be ſubdu- 
ed unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo himſelf 
be SUBJECT wnto him that put all Things 
under him, that God (the Father, v. 24.) 
may be all in all, Could this have been 
written, if Chriſt was the neceſſarily-exiſtent, 
independent, ſupreme God over all? 


IN the fame inconſiderate Manner he al- 
ledges the abſolute Ommiſcience of Chriſt from 
Rev. ii. 2 3. becauſe it is there ſaid, that he ſearch- 


eth the Reins and Heart. Who doubts this that 
| | believes 
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believes that the Father hath committed all 
Judgment to the San? But has not our Sa- 
viour himſelf told us; that the Father had 
put ſome Things in his own Power? Acts i. 
7. And mention'd a particular Inſtance 

faying ; of that Day and Hour knoweth no 
one, no not the Angels of Heaven (neither 
tbe Son, Mar, xii. 32.) but my Father only? 
_ Mat. xxiv. 36. So that either here is an Ex- 
ception to the Son's abſolute Omniſcience 
made by himſelf, or he is not the Son, but 
the Father only. This Text will for ever be 
too hard for all Metaphyſicks to account for or 
explain, upon the Scheme of modern Ortho- 
doxy. The Truth plainly is ; as Chriſt is 
the Word and Wiſdom of God, and knows 
and has reveal'd the whole Will of God and 
Doctrine of Salvation, and ic made the Head 
over all Things to the Church, Eph. i. 22. he 
cannot but know all Things, even the m 
deep Things of God, which relate to his Of- 
fice in the Oeconomy of the Goſpel. There- 
fore St. John calls his Book of Apocalypſe, 
the Revelation of Jeſus Chrift which God 
 GAvE unto him, ch. i. v. 1. But to ſuppoſe 
ſuch Expreſtions to be Proofs of the abſolute 
Omniſcience of the ſupreme God, is like 
ſuppoſing Chriſtians to be omniſcient, becauſe 
St. John tells them, Je have an Unction 
from the holy One, and ye know all Things, 
1 Epiſt. ii. 20. And it is to be really igno- 
rant of the proper Proof both of that and 
the other divine Attributes: And the abſo- 
lute 
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late Omniſcience of God the Father himſelf 


can be no otherwiſe prov'd than from his 


being the one God and Father of all, who ts 
above all; and when this is either admitted 
or prov'd, his ſupreme and abſolute divine 


Perections follow of Courſe. 


Nori nced be ſaid to what he pre- 
tends from Heb. i. 10, &c. becauſe that Paſ- 
ſage taken from the Pſalmiſt is ſpoken of 
God the Father, who created all Things by 
Feſus Chriſt : And thus it is ae ae by 
all the Ancients ; by Ireneus, Tertullian, Ori- 
gen, and Euſebius. See a Reply to Dr. Wa- 
terland's Importance, ſo call'd, and ſtil'd 
Chriſtian Liberty aſſerted, &c. p. 88, 89. 


I BELIEVE you are fatisfy'd that what is 
already faid ſufficiently confutes this Author's 
Propoſition, concerning the Doctrine of the 
Trinity. I ſhall therefore briefly obſerve, 
that with Regard to proving the Divinity of 
the Holy Ghoſt, he aſſumes wholly ** 
or againſt the Evidence of Scripture, in e- 
very Thing which he offers. He thinks 
p. 183.) the Scriptures declare the Holy Spirit 
to be concern'd as an efficient Cauſe in the 
World's Formation. 


Bur, in truth, the Scriptures do not de- 
clare the Holy Spirit to be concern'd at all 
in the Creation of the World. The Spirit of 


God which mov'd upon the Face of the Wa- 
ters, 
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fers, Gen. i. 2. was either a miraculous Vina, 
or the Power of God himſelf : And it is 
evidem from the whole New Teſtament, 
that the Word, or Chriſt the Son of God, is 
the only Perſon by whom God created the 
World. _ in order to prove the Spirit's 
Immenſity, he alledges (p. 184.) a Paſlage 
out of Pfalm cxxxix. 7. which 1s certainly 
ſpoken of the Perſon of the Lord Jehova 
himſelf, and of no other Perſon diſtinct from 
him, as the whole Context ſhews, 3dly, 
f. 186. he cites a Text or two which prove 
that the Goſpel-Revelation is made to us 
by the Spirit 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11. where the 
Spirit's ſearching all Things, even the deep 
Things of God, is in the immediately pre- 
ceding Words explain'd, by the My e of 
the Goſpel being reveal d by the Spirit And 
it is certain that whatever he reveal'd, he was 

taught of God, and receiv'd from Chriſt, at 
whoſe Interceſſion he was ſent and given 
from God the Father. John xv. 26. Xvi. 7, 
13, 14. Vet in direct Contradiction to theſe 

Declarations of Scripture this Gentleman 
ſays (p. 187. that a divine Perſon cannot 
be the Gift of God, as the Spirit is ſaid to be. 
But our Saviour ſays, that God our heavenly 
Father wil give the holy Spirit to them that 
ask him. Luk, xi. 13. And of our Saviour it 
is ſaid, Fob. iii. 34. that God giveth not the 
Spirit by Meaſure unto him; and this Spirit 
was given him, when he deſcended like a Dove 


from Heaven, and lighted upon him. Mat. 
| H 11, 16. 
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it. 16. As ſure, then, as God gave and ſent 
his only-begotten Son to die for the Salvation 
of Mankind, ſo ſure it is, that he gave and 
ſent his holy Spirit to be a Comforter and Sanc- 
tifier of the Church of Chriſt, by his Energy 
and Communion, And that the Holy Ghoſt 
18 ſubordinate to the Son as well as to the 
Father, is evident from his being call'd the 
Spirit of the Son as well as of the Father ; 
from his being ſent by the Son from the Fa- 
ther; and receiving his Power and Authority 
from the Son, and coming in bis Name, by 
the Appointment of the Father, Job. xiv. 26. 
Nor is the holy Spirit ever call'd God or Lord, 
as the Son is; or has Glory aſcrib'd to him, as 
it is to the Son. He is never repreſented as 
having Power and Dominion given to him, 
asit is to the Son; or ſitting upon a Throne 
and acting as a Ning, as the Son does: But 
his Office is merely miniſterial; and his Divi- 
nity truly and properly conſiſts in being the 
immediate ſn/þirer of the Prophets and 
Apoſtles; and the Builder, Supporter, and 
Sanctifier of the whole Church, by his mi- 
raculous Power and Gifts, and his continual 


divine Aid to and Communilon with all true 
Believers in God and his CHriſt. 


Tus I have conſider'd every Thing 
which this Author has offer'd in Defence of 
his Notion of the Trinity, and have ſhewn, 
I hope, that it has not only no Foundation in 
Scripture, but is contradictory both to Scrip- 
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ture and Reaſon. He endeavours to hide the 
apparent Abſurdities of it, by pretending it 
to be incomprehenſible ; and uſeth ſome weak 
metaphyſical Arguments to this Purpoſe : But 
if it was no more than a merely incompre- 
henſible Doctrine, yet being an human Hy- 
potheſis and unſcriptural Propoſition, it can 
have no Pretence to be receiv'd, and may 
with Reaſon be rejected, as being unintelligi- 
ble. But this is not the Caſe; and our Author's 
Propoſition contains under it a Doctrine, which 
it is not difficult to underſtand and demon- 
ſtrate to be oppoſite to, and ſubverſive of, the 
primary fundamental Article both of natural 
and reveal'd Religion, the Unity of God; and 
by neceſſary Conſequence alſo to take away 
the true and proper Divinity of Chriſt. And 
to all ſuch who may be impos'd on by ſome 
philoſophical Reaſonings (tho' weak in them- 
ſelves) which they do . not underſtand, I 
would recommend what St. Paul ſays, Colofſ. 
ii. v. 8. Beware leſt any Man ſpoil you thro 
Philoſophy and vain Deceit, after the Tradition 
of Men, after the Rudiments of the World, 
and not after CHRIST, 
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R. %%, in his Volume of Ser- 
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Soo) mons on the Doctrine of the 
Frinity, having throughout 
been groſsly miſlead by your 
Oeconomy (as you call it) of 
the Trinity, wherein you hold 
the three divine Perſons to be each neceſſarily- 
exiſtent, and equally ſupreme in Power, Do- 
minion, and all divine Perfections; and that 
the Subordination of the ſecond and third Per- 
ſon to the firſt, which is ſet forth in the Goſpel- 
Revelation, is only a ſeeming Subordination, not 
ariſing from any real Difference amongſt the 
Perſons in Nature or Subſtance, or any ęſſential 

| Pro- 
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Properties, or from any natural Supremacy 
or Superiority of the one God and Father of 
all, who is above all, above the Son and Spi- 
rit ; but you think it is founded merely in 
a Concert and Agreement of three equally 
ſupreme Perſons amongſt themſelves, inſo- 
much that the Father himſelf (had it been 
ſo agreed) might have acted the miniſterial 
Part, and done all that the Son did : Ithink 
it proper to recommend to your ſerious Con- 
fideration ſome Paſſages out of this Author, 
which he has drawn from, and which in- 
deed I cannot help thinking to be true Con- 
ſequences of, your- Notion ; and which you 
as well as he ought to maintain, or elſe to 
give up your ſuppos d Oeconomy, on which 
your whole Syſtem of Orthodoxy entirely 
depends. 


MR. Shy then ſays (Sermon xii. p. 272.) 

«© Some who are ſtrenuous Aſſerters of the 
6% Equality of the Son with the Father, and 
* of his Unity of Nature and Eſſence with 
« him, yet explain that perſonal Diſtinc- 
tion between the Father and the Son, viz. 
* BEGOTTEN, by the Father's communicat- 
“ jg his Nature and Perfections to the Son; 
<« but ſince that way of ſpeaking gives great 
Handle to the Adverſaries, and fince, as we 
have ſhew'd, it infers the Dependence of 
« the Son on the Father ; and indeed to 
«© draw it out to all its Conſequences would 
<« degrade him to the Level of a Creature: 
+ cc I 
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* I fay, fince that way of ſpeaking has 


* 


ſuch ab/urd Conſequences, it is much bet- 


ter not to attempt to explain the Genera- 


* tion of the Son than to do it by ſuch 
* Terms as COMMUNICATION or DERI1- 
© VATION of the divine Eſſence and Per- 
ce fections from the Father to the Son, or 
* any of that kind which are inconſiſtent 
* with the true Deity of the Son.” So that 
Generation, explain'd by Origination or De- 
rivation or Communication of Subſtance from 
the Father, being according to this Author 
inconſiſtent with the true or ſupreme Deity 


of the Son, he every where aſſerts him to be 


elf-exiſtent, unoriginated, and underiv'd, as 
God the Father himſelf is; and here plainly 
denies him to be of or from the Father, 
which is the Athanaſian Explication of the 
Term Begotten. To this Purpoſe he ſpoke 
before, p. 271. He adds (p. 277.) 
« As this eral] Property of God the Son, 
« whereby he is ſaid to be begotten of the 
« Father, cannot be underſtood in ſuch a 
“ Senſe as to import Inferiority to the Fa- 
ce ther in it; ſo neither is it to be ſo un- 
&« derſtood, as if the Eſſence or Perſonality 
« of the Son was COMMUNICATED or DE- 
« RIV'D to him from the Father; this al- 
ce ſo would be inconſiſtent with all thoſe 
« Paſſages of Scripture, by which I have 
e already prov'd his /upreme Deity and Self 
e exiſtence, both with Reſpect to his Perſon 


« and Eſſence.— For to ſay (b. . either 
| = * gt 
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* that the Father COMMUNICATED or DE- 
« RIV'D to the Son his Eſſence or Per/ona= 
« /ity, as I hinted above, is to degrade him 
ce to the Condition of a Creature: For a 
*© DERIV'd Being, or a Perſon who is not 
© SELF-ORIGINATED, is juſt in other 
© Words a dependent Creature.” He goes on; 
* Beſides let it be carefully minded that to 
«© ſuppoſe the Term begotten, by which the 
« perſonal Property of the Son is deſcrib d, 
* ſignifies and denotes that he deriv'd his 
<< Exiſtence or Perſonality from the Father, 
« js directly contrary to the known Prin- 
« ciples of Philoſophy and natural Reaſon: 
% For it ſuppoſes that there is ſomething 
* DERIVATIVE and which is not /el/-ex- 
cc 7/ftent in the Deity ; than which there can 
« be nothing more repugnant to the natural 
« and ſelf-evident Notion and Conception, 
*© which Reaſon itſelf ſuggeſts to us, of true 
c and fproper Divinity: For if we exclude 
ce Self-exiſtence and Independency out of our 
% Notion and Conception of the Deity, we 
c leave nothing in it whereby it is diſtin- 
© guiſh'd from created Exiſtence; or at leaſt 
« we exclude the chief Thing by which it 
ce is diſtinguiſh'd from it.” And he clincheth 
his Orthodoxy (þ. 417.) ſaying, that in the 
Words of our Lord's Prayer, Our Father 
which art in Heaven &c. © we are not to 
*«« 1magine that by the Term, Father, in that 
Directory the firſt Perſon of the Trinity 
only is underſtood, excluſive of the Son 
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and Holy Ghoſt : For not only the firſt, 
and ſecond, Petſon of the Trinity, but the 
third alſo, is our Father who is in Heu- 
"207. - 


A 


A 


TH 1s, Sir, you ſee, is Mr. She's Scheme 
of Orthodoxy, oppoſite to yours, (as you by 
many learned Diſtinctions explain it) and 

every other Scheme of Orthodoxy, but that 
of the old Simonian Gnoſtics, who with him 
held (Jes dyaviles) three unoriginated Perſons ; 
which you know the primitive Chriſtians al- 
wayseſteem'd Trithei/m, Blaſphemy, and Impie- 
fy: And it is not only utterly inconſiſtent with, 
and deftructive of, the great fandatnental Ar- 
ticles of natural and reveal'd Religion, the 
Unity of God and the M/jon of Chri/t, but 
even outgoes Athanafiant/m itſelt. Nay, this 
Author rejects the Doctrine both of the A. 
thanafian and Nicene Creeds, ſo call'd, in full 
and ſtrong Terms, as dangerous and heretical. 
The Athanafian Creed teaches, that the Son 
zs of (of from) the Father alone — begotten ; 
again, that he is God of (or from) the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, begotten before the Worlds: 
And the Nicene Creed teaches, that Chriſt, zhe 
only-begotten Son of God, is begotten of (or 
from) his Father, before all Worlds. In plain 
Contradiction to this Doctrine Mr. Ss 
maintains, that the Son (and ſo he ſpeaks of 
the Spirit) is ſelf- originated and ſelf- exiſtent; 
i. e. according to the Senſe of the Athanaſian 
Creed, is of NONE, neither created nor be- 
| gotten, 
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gotten, which is the eſſential d 
Property of God the Father in that Creed. 
But he goes farther and ſays, as J have ob- 
ſerv d, that to ſay the Perſonality of the Son 
was communicated to him from the Father, 
or to fay that he is not sELFT-ORIGINAT ED, 
1. e. to ſay that he is of the Father, or God 
of God, is to degrade him to the Condition of 
a Creature; is to make him a dependent Crea- 
ture. Thus this weak and prefumptuous 
Man, tho' he has taken you for his Guide, 
has outſtretch'd the utmoſt Lengths of your 
Orthodoxy ; and condemns your Explication 
of the Generation of the Son, as being (you 
own) originated and dependent on the Father, 
as being of him and from him, and refer d uf 
to him*, All this Mr. Shs chargeth wit 


Hereſy, as making the Son a dependent Crea- 


ture; nor will he hear of the Term Begotten 
being explain'd in any other Senfe than being 
unoriginated, and felf-origi nated, ſelf-exiftent, 
1. e. as all Mankind underſtand it, UNBE- 
GOT TEN : And he infiſts, that you and others 
by your Explication have given great Handle 
to Heretics, to prove thereby the Son to be 
not ſelfrexiſtent or unoriginated, but begotten 
or deriv'd of and from the Father, and con- 
ſequently dependent upon the Father for his 
Perfonality or Origination, and all his divine 
Perfections. ann! Ny 
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Tus Orthodoxy of Mr. Sig, is entirely 
founded upon your Scheme of the Oeconomy, 
and therefore how far you are to anſwer for 
it, it behoves you ſeriouſly to conſider. You 
ſee/plainly that it is capable of the moſt groſs 
irreligious Senſe, and has in Fact been 
made a very evil and impious Uſe of. And if 
this Author's Orthodoxy, antichriſtian and 
arreligious as it 1s, 1s the real and true Conſe- 
quence of your Notion, and if you ſee that it 
is ſo, you will be oblig'd ingenuouſly to own 
It; and either to maintain it as this Author 
has done, or elſe to recant and give it up, if 
It cannot be maintain'd by you. You ſee, if 
Mr. Shs underſtands you, that your Oeconomy 
of the divine Perſons, on which all your Or- 
thodoxy depends, is quite oppoſite to Atba- 
naſian Orthodoxy, which ever ſuppoſes and 
profeſſeth at leaſt the Son to be really and 
properly begotten, i. e. to be of and from 
the Father; and conſtantly denies that he is 
ſelfrexiſtent or unoriginated; as you in your 
Writings frequently and expreſly deny alſo, 
with even a Reſentment towards your Oppo- 
nents (who thought it the neceſſary Conſe- 
uence of your Oeconomy) as miſrepreſent- 
ing you and uſing you unfairly, You there- 
fore ſay in Oppoſition to Mr. Ss, in your 
farther Vindication, p. 31. and ſecond Defence, 
p. 207. that rw unoriginate divine Perſons, 
however otherwiſe inſeparable, would be two 
Gods according to the Ancients, Agreeably 
you ſay again in your farther Vindication, p. 
38. 
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38. the Originateneſs of the one (the Son) and | 
Unoriginateneſs of the other (the | Father) is 


natural, that is, neceſſary or unalterable, and 
eternally ſo. Nay you allow (p. 34.) 
<« That by Vertue of the Text 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
te the Son is excluded from being God in that 
© EMINENT Manner, that UNORIGINATE 
Manner, that the Father is.” Once more 
p. 79.) you ſay, God the Son is dependent 
* on the Father, as being or HIM and 
© FROM HIM; and refer'd up to him.” This 
your Adverſaries think makes for them in fair 
Conſtruction; and ſo does Mr. Sia; but you 
think it conſiſtent with the Sox's being neceſſa- 
rily-exiſtent and ſupreme God, and can diſ- 
tinguiſh between neceſſary-exiſtence and ſelf- 
exiſtence, tho' they are evidently the ſame 
Idea: But Mr. %% your Friend and Diſ- 
ciple, for want of your Art of diſtinguiſhing, 
can ſee no Difference between the one and the 
other, and thinks they equally mean unorigi- 
nate and wunderivd as your Adverſaries 
do; and ſo inſiſts in Oppoſition both to you 
and them, that the Son and Spirit are equally 
with the Father unoriginated, independent, 
ſelf-originated, ſelf-exiſtent, and to complete 
their Characters, are Our Father who is in 
Heaven. Yet, as I have before obſery'd, Mr. 
Shfs's Notion is only the Conſequence which 
he has drawn from your Oeconomy. You faw 
ſuch Conſequence was ſhocking to Orthodoxy 
as well as to-Chriſtianity, and therefore have 
hitherto deny'd it. Mr. Sos ſaw and owns 
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